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REMARKS 

Claims 1 through 29 were pending in the present application prior to the 
telephonic interviews Applicant conducted with the Examiner on November 7, 2007 
and November 20, 2007. 

Applicant would like to thank the Examiner for conducting two telephonic 
interviews with Applicant on November 7, 2007 and again on November 20, 2007. 

As a result of these telephonic interviews, the Examiner has notified Applicant 
of the need to restrict further inventions as identified by the Examiner. 

Applicant elected Claims 1-5, 8-21, 25, 26, 28 and 29 and with this current 
Amendment has withdrawn Claims 6, 7, 22-24 and 27 from consideration. 

Applicant had expected that the Examiner was going to issue a supplemental 
Office Action immediately after the interviews which would have prevented the current 
abandonment of the present application; but such supplemental Office Action did not 
occur. Thus, Applicant herewith petitions for the revival of the present application for 
its unintended abandonment. 

As the telephonic interviews with the Examiner further demonstrated the import 
of the invention, Applicant believes that the current rejections to the Claims - as they 
stood - have been overcome. The following serves as Applicant's remarks 
summarizing the telephonic interviews. 

Applicant explained to the Examiner that the present application addresses the 
problem of image degradation that occurs with liquid crystal displays (LCDs) when 
same colored subpixels would receive a same polarity signal in time, thus inducing a 
visual effect to potential parasitic capacitance. Such effects would be exacerbated in 
the case of novel subpixel layouts having a even modulo number of subpixels across a 
row. 
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As Applicant believes that the Examiner has now come to a better 
understanding of the present invention, Applicant has made formal its election of 
claims and resubmits them for reconsideration. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant therefore respectfully submits that all pending Claims are patentable 
over the cited art of record and are in condition for allowance. Therefore, Applicant 
requests the Examiner to reconsider and withdraw the outstanding rejections and pass 
this application to allowance. 

If the Examiner believes a telephone conference would expedite the allowance 
of the claims, the Examiner is invited to contact Stuart P. Kaler at (707) 824-2487. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Stuart P. Kaler/ 

Stuart P. Kaler Reg. No. 35,913 

Dated: March 19. 2008 
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